
























































Comments on Transportation Proposals for northern Utah County 

 

 

I have consolidated my comments on the various projects that recently underwent public review.  

The reason I have done this is that the main problem in all these projects is the same:  a lack of 

coordination and a comprehensive approach to the congestion and mobility issues these projects 

are intended to address.  This is especially evident when all the projects terminate at or near 

Interstate 15.  Although I-15 is the backbone of the transportation, dumping the traffic from 

major roads onto it at various interchanges will only increase congestion.  For smoother traffic, 

thoroughfares should be designed to intersect with the interstate, not end there. 

 

The best example of this is the proposed termini for the Mountain View Highway.  The proposal 

to site the terminus at 4800 North in Lehi would combine the traffic from the interstate and the 

highway, which would create a complete bottleneck between 4800 North and State Route (SR) 

92. 

 

Equally, the proposal on 2100 North lacks the same foresight.  The highway, as currently 

proposed just dumps its traffic onto the interstate.  The interchange ends without connecting to 

any useful road east of the interstate.  The connection to 1500 East is flawed as it only leads back 

north to SR 92 near its interchange with the interstate.  That would also create a bottleneck.  

Although an arterial along 2100 North is in the 30 year transportation plan, there is no 

connection to it; it is not even mentioned in any of the project proposals.  We need to start 

thinking about roads in terms of moving traffic from the Oquirrh to the Wasatch mountains, all 

the way across the valley. 

 

Ideally, the Mountain View Highway should follow the original route of the “Southern Freeway” 

along the north shore of Utah Lake.  2100 North, if developed, should be extended from 

Redwood Road to Canyon Road.  American Fork Main Street should also be extended to 1000 

South in Lehi.  The “Southern Freeway” proposal meeting the interstate at the Pleasant Grove 

interchange (exit 275) would connect the highway not only with the interstate, but also three 

major arterials in Utah County:  the new Timpanogos Parkway, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, and 

the recently constructed 700 North in Lindon.  Connecting to this interchange would allow the 

traffic to distribute onto various roads in the county, easing congestion on each. 

 

The major concern with the “Southern Freeway” seems to be the destruction of wetlands along 

Utah Lake.  However, USDOT rules (23 CFR 777) allows for mitigation for wetland loss.  It can 

be easily demonstrated that the current alternatives are not as feasible as the “Southern Freeway” 

alternative.  For the first reason, the “Southern Freeway” is a more direct route; connects at a 

better interchange, as noted above; does not disrupt an agricultural reserve; does not interrupt 

railroad and mass transit services; nor creates a road with many twists, turns, and hazards for 

drivers and adjacent properties.  Mitigation could be centered on the Old Mill Pond, a nearby 

wetland, which could be expanded, and more importantly, set aside as a state wildlife preserve or 

park, creating a much needed haven in an increasingly urban area.  Alternatively, additional 

wetlands could be constructed on the south end of Utah Lake, such at the mouths of the Provo 

River or Hobble Creek.  In some states, such as Washington, the Department of Transportation is 

allowed to do mitigation in advance, lessening delays in actual road construction (see the 



Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 47.12.330)   In the long run, such mitigation should 

actually increase the environmental quality for migrating waterfowl and other wildlife. 

 

If the “Southern Freeway” is not acceptable, some consideration should be given to bringing the 

Mountain View in at SR 92.  However, this would require one of two actions:  (1)  construction 

of the highway over the Thanksgiving Point Golf Course.  A separation of grade would be 

necessary here as the west side of the Golf Course is the Jordan River, which would require a 

bridge; supports could be designed so as to not interfere with the Golf Course—an example of 

this would be the western terminus of the Evergreen Point Bridge in Seattle, which crosses the 

Washington State Arboretum, or (2) using the current frontage road area bring the highway in 

north of Thanksgiving Point and then down to SR 92. 

 

At any event, whatever road is constructed across southern Lehi should terminate at the 

Mountain View Highway, not Redwood Road.  Additional right of way should be acquired down 

the west side of Utah Lake prior to development.  Not only does this save the state money, it 

would also provide early notice to developers who then could minimize disruption of residential 

areas by the road. 

 

Additional roads should be considered to complete a comprehensive transportation system:  an 

extension of SR 92 to the Mountain View Highway, and an extension of Timpanogos Parkway or 

other north south corridor under Traverse Mountain, through Hog Hollow/Corner Canyon to 

meet the expanded Highland Drive in Draper.  The cost savings of residents in eastern Utah and 

Salt Lake counties in time and fuel costs would easily compensate for such a highway. 

 

The use of parallel roads across Utah County, both east-west and north-south, would relieve 

congestion on each, and even reduce strains on the interstate.  The need to widen Redwood Road 

is obvious in this regard.  Equally obvious is that these roads are past due.  All projects should be 

conducted such that all roads under discussion, as well as the 2100 North corridor should be 

completed and in use by 2015 at the latest. 

 

Finally, a quick question on the express lanes proposed for SR 92:  would these lanes require a 

separation of grade in order to avoid the cross streets and traffic lights?  Would access to these 

lanes be restricted to the eastern cities, such as Alpine and Cedar Hills?  How would these lanes 

interact with the regular traffic lanes? 

 

Thank you for your time and attention.  If you wish to discuss any of this further, I can be 

contacted by mail at 1171 N  250 W in American Fork, by calling (801) 763-7921, or at my 

email:  sandman1036@yahoo.com 

 

Respectfully submitted. 

 

 

 

William P. Green 

 

































From:  "Paul C. Drecksel" <pcd@pwlaw.com> 
To: <dnazare@utah.gov>, <dbassett@utah.gov>, <davila@utah.gov> 
CC: "Lori Newton" <LoriN@traversemountain.com>, "Jack Hepworth" <JackH@trave... 
Date:  4/1/2008 2:46 PM 
Subject:  SR-92 / Traverse Mountain 
Attachments: SR-92 Traverse Mountain 4.1.08 Letter.pdf 
 
Gentlemen:  Please see the attached letter, which is also on its way to 
you by Federal Express.  We will look forward to hearing back from you 
about the requested meeting. 
  
Paul Drecksel 
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